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Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed on May 27, 2009 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

The present invention is related to a code conversion of an audio signal. As 
admitted in the background of the application, the invention is a modification of the prior 
art which converts an audio signal that has been encoded at encoding method 1 to an 
audio signal encoded at encoding method 2. however the prior art includes, after the 
decoding, a detection step for determining a non audio (noise) section, the modification 
is to avoid this extra step by including information in the encoded data, applicant 
argument asserting Suzuki doesn't teach the step of decoding the first encoded signal is 
not persuasive, because according to Suzuki the invention is an improvement over the 
prior art where decoding is performed in the code conversion process. 
Specifically Suzuki Explains 

"In the prior art, the input is a reproduced voice obtained by decoding a 
voice code that has been encoded in accordance with encoding method 1, and, 
the reproduced voice is encoded again in accordance with encoding method 2 
and then is decoded. As a consequence, since voice parameters are extracted 
from reproduced voice in which the amount of information has been reduced 
slightly in comparison with the source owing to the re-encoding (i.e., voice- 
information compression), the voice code obtained thereby is not necessarily the 
optimum voice code. By contrast, in accordance with the code conversion 
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apparatus of the present invention, the voice code of encoding method 1 is 
converted to the voice code of encoding method 2 via the process of 
dequantization and quantization. As a result, it is possible to carry out voice code 
conversion with much less degradation in comparison with the conventional 
tandem connection. An additional advantage is that since it is unnecessary to 
effect decoding into voice in order to perform the voice code conversion, there is 
little of the delay that is a problem with the conventional tandem connection " 
(Col.11, line 60-Col.12; Fig.33) 

f«L 33 PRIOR ART 




so one can clearly see that the step of decoding could be performed in Suzuki 
teaching after the signal had been dequantized without changing the scope positively. 

However, it should be noted that, the inventive step in the present application 
according to the background of the disclosure is the step of "judging whether the 
encoded signal is audio or noise from the code string prior to decoding the encoded 
signal" and the examiner contends this step is performed in Suzuki by the code 
separation unit (81) where the code information including noise codes representing 
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noise components are first determined/judged using information found in the encoded 
(pre-dequantized) code string then dequantized according to the information found and 
converted into second code string of an encoding method 2. 

therefore the examiner maintain the rejection of the present application by Suzuki 
for the foregoing reasons. 

The rejection of claims 9, 25, 26 and 29 under 101 has been withdrawn as a 
result of the amendments. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1 ) an application for patent, published under section 1 22(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1, 5, 9, 13-14 and 23-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Suzuki et al. (7,222,069). 

As to claims 1 and 27, Suzuki teaches a code conversion method (Fig.1) of 
receiving a first code string encoded in a first encoding method and converting the first 
code string into a second code string comprising: 

A first step of receiving a code string, where the code string includes voice codes 



and noise codes, judging the codes in order to separate them (81) into the respective 
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code converters, where noise sections are determined based on a noise code and voice 
code are determined based on voice code found in the first code string; a second step 
of dequantizing the codes according to the result, a third step converting the codes of 
the audio signal using the respective voice code converter and noise code converter 
(82-85) into a second code string different from the first code string and multiplexing the 
code converted string to a second encoder (Figs. 1-3, 20-22, 33; Col. 10, line 60-Col.11, 
line 25) 

With respect to claims 5, 9, 28 and 29 the corresponding computer readable 
medium and code conversion device for performing the steps of converting a first 
encoded string into a second encoding string as claimed in method claim 1 is analogous 
and therefore rejected by Suzuki for the foregoing reasons. 

As to claims 13-14 and 23-26, Suzuki teaches where the first and the second 
encoding methods are different but the system is inherently capable of re-encoding the 
first code string using the same encoding method. 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
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extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Daniel D. Abebe whose telephone number is 571-272- 
7615. The examiner can normally be reached on monday-friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David Hudspeth can be reached on 571-272-7843. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Daniel D Abebe/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2626 



